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He found himself at loggerheads 
in the European Commission with 
Joe Borg, the European fisheries 
commissioner from Malta.
Borg was insisting that time be 
allowed for a bluefin recovery plan 
which had been agreed by Iccat. But 
its poor record on protecting stocks 
has angered conservationists.
One of Dimas’s officials said:  
“They need to come up with 
conservation protection measures that 
live up to the scientific evidence —  
which so far they have failed to do.”
Bluefin tuna numbers have fallen 
to 18 per cent of what they were less 
than 40 years ago and individual fish 
are now being caught smaller than 
they once were. The species is one 
of the largest and fastest fish with a 
range from the tropical Atlantic to the 
Arctic including the Caribbean and 
the Mediterranean. They can grow to 
more than two metres in length but 
that size is now increasingly rare.
Officials from EU member 
states had met to consider a 
recommendation by the European 
Commission to support a ban on 
trade in the species earlier this year. 
And the proposal had been expected 
to be adopted until Mediterranean 
members — notably France, Spain, 
Italy, Malta, Greece and Cyprus — 
joined forces to block it, despite 
both France and Malta having earlier 
pledged to support it.
The UK environment secretary, 
Hilary Benn, said: “I’m very 
disappointed the European  
Union has not agreed at this  
stage to support the proposal. We  
believe that full protection for  
bluefin tuna is urgent and necessary.”
Greenpeace was particularly 
angered by France’s decision to block 
the ban despite President Nicolas 
Sarkozy’s promise three months ago 
to support a trading ban.
“The Prince Albert II of Monaco 
Foundation remains dedicated to 
this cause and Monaco is leading 
the calls to add the bluefin to 
the endangered species list. The 
foundation will continue to work on 
vital projects with the WWF to ensure 
the survival of the bluefin tuna,” a 
spokesperson said.
“As a result of both legal and illegal 
catches, over the past decades the 
species has experienced a sharp 
decline and its conservation status 
is now very poor,” the European 
Commission said.Larry Weiskrantz
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How did you get turned on to 
biology? I didn’t — I sort of sneaked 
up on it. From the age of eight until 
I left for University I was in an all-
boys orphanage in Philadelphia. 
The teaching was, in fact, of high 
quality and I am deeply loyal to Girard 
College, but the boys en masse, 
including my schoolboy friends, 
tended to go for the marvels of the 
physical world — radio receiver kits, 
electrical devices, gadgets, and so 
on, and perforce the education had 
a strongly practical aspect. As far as 
I can recall, biology of the snakes, 
flowers and cell division attracted 
very little enthusiasm amongst my 
classmates. And so, in University, 
Q & A I followed my strong interest and opted to ‘major’ in physics, hoping 
to delve into the mysteries and 
marvels (and mathematics) of the 
physical universe. But World War II 
was on, and in my third year I was 
drafted into the US Army Air Force 
and, after training as a ‘cryptographic 
technician’, I was sent overseas to 
North Africa and the Middle East. 
After a stint of more than two 
years, by when the war had ended, 
I was discharged and returned to 
my original College, Swarthmore. 
But exposure to other cultures, and 
to the social horrors of the war and 
the Nazi regime, plus widespread 
racial prejudice and other destructive 
social phenomena, strongly tempted 
me to study social psychology. 
Physics, it seemed, had gone far 
enough, especially with Hiroshima. 
I was helped by the advent of the 
‘G.I.Bill’, paying my college tuition 
and expenses, and so I more or 
less started my education afresh, 
as a Psychology ‘major’, with 
Philosophy and English Literature 
as ‘minors’. Psychology also held 
out an attraction for me for two 
other reasons — the Swarthmore 
Department was very strong, with 
Wolfgang Köhler, Solomon Asch, 
David Krech, Richard Crutchfield and 
Hans Wallach, among others, on its 
faculty. Also, my roommate, more or 
less randomly assigned, was Mike 
Wertheimer, the son of the famous 
Gestalt psychologist, Max. I came to 
know the family well in New York —  
Max was, of course, already dead, 
but his widow, her second husband, 
another two sons, and his daughter 
Lise (also at Swarthmore) became 
very good friends.
Having launched on a psychology 
trajectory, at least my physics 
training had convinced me that 
one had to try to deal with it with 
rigorous scientific method and so, 
for appropriate honing and also with 
career-consciousness, I applied to 
and was accepted as a graduate 
student by the tough Department of 
Experimental Psychology at Harvard. 
Gradually my interests focused 
on physiological explanations of 
mental events and behaviour — an 
excellent course at Harvard by 
Mark Rosenzweig helped shape 
these. I was also recommended to 
fill a part-time teaching vacancy 
in physiological psychology which 
arose urgently out of illness at 
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my interests even further. I 
never returned formally to social 
psychology, although I was a strong 
supporter of the field in my own 
Oxford Department. How I happened 
to end up in the UK at Cambridge 
and Oxford Universities involved an 
unplanned series of lucky but highly 
unlikely flukes.
And so neuropsychology became 
my field. To the extent that physiology 
and brain processes are biology, I 
became a biologist, although not a 
pure biologist. I benefited greatly 
from collaborations with others who 
introduced me to human clinical 
neuropsychology, especially the 
gifted and experienced Elizabeth 
Warrington, with whom I worked on 
implicit processing in memory and on 
blindsight, phenomena which opened 
my eyes out of sheer surprise. 
What advice would you give to 
young researchers? The best advice 
I was given could not easily apply 
to others, which was to start my 
University career over again, and to 
broaden it whilst toughening it. Seek 
malleably tough breadth is the advice 
I would offer to others. Be tough, but 
also be tough about not throwing 
out (or drowning or deluging with the 
shower) the baby. If it is to be biology, 
it has at least to be the biology of 
something, ideally itself not biological 
in its usual manifestations. 
Any regrets? No, not really. I have 
been blessed by very good fortune 
and by outstanding colleagues 
and students — among them 
Alan Cowey, Charles Gross and 
Nick Humphrey — and have been 
immersed in a fascinating field. My 
biggest mistake? I am sure I have 
made many, especially in personal 
relationships with colleagues and 
collaborators. I also sometimes have 
been slow off the mark in recognizing 
the importance of new findings. For 
example, I took a conservative line 
about the discovery that emerged 
from the study with Elizabeth 
Warrington on successful priming in 
amnesic patients until I recognized 
its power, helped by Elizabeth’s 
insistence. 
Any views on journal policy and 
peer review? It is not uncommon 
for ‘peers’ assigned by journals as 
referees to suffer powerfully from the territorial imperative, and hence for 
papers to be thrown out because of 
competitive bias. This is sometimes 
quite transparent, as when the media 
identify and divulge the views of 
critical commentators about a study 
that attracts its attention, in which 
one recognizes the same idiosyncratic 
language as used as a referee for 
one’s own paper. Many journals use 
a formula in a rigid and mechanical 
manner — for example, that three 
referees must submit positive reports 
for a paper to be accepted — and  
some editors are too busy or 
specialized to play a decisive role. 
When I was Deputy Editor of Brain, 
we followed a policy introduced 
by Charles Phillips when he was 
Editor, which was to meet (usually 
over dinner) before every issue 
went to press to review all of the 
editorial decisions and especially 
to look carefully at those papers 
and their referees’ reports that 
were recommended for rejection. 
We did sometimes reverse the 
recommendations where we 
thought we recognized unfairness 
or oversights. Admittedly, we had 
a small (but international) board, 
and not only did it help to maintain 
standards and avoid injustice, 
to cement loyalty to the journal, 
but also it offered an opportunity 
to discuss the general long-term 
policy in relation to other journals 
and developments in the field. It 
was a rewarding and educational 
experience. It would not be a 
practicable policy for many journals, 
but even if there is not an actual 
meeting, it would help if editors 
could consult their boards much 
more freely. I am on several editorial 
boards, and I can rarely remember 
being consulted by any of these 
except as an isolated referee. 
Do you have a favourite paper? 
Several, but I tend especially to like 
the ones that turn up unexpected 
and important unique surprises. 
One such was a 1988 paper by Lotty 
Tyler (Cognitive Neuropsychology 5, 
375), which reported the remarkable 
demonstration that a densely aphasic 
brain-damaged patient — one for 
whom language comprehension was 
severely impaired and virtuously 
useless for everyday discourse — 
could be shown to have an intact 
capacity for both semantic and 
syntactical processing of language. Tyler did this by the clever measures 
of reaction times for target words 
placed in different linguistic contexts. 
The patient could not use such 
information in discourse ‘off-line’, and 
considered the test sentence simply 
to be gibberish. 
This was an example of implicit 
processing in one of the most severe 
disabilities that can afflict a human 
subject, but it was retained despite 
the patient’s lack of access to it 
in everyday discourse. It is one of 
several surprises in neuropsychology 
regarding intact implicit processing in 
the absence of explicit performance, 
of which blindsight is yet another 
striking example, and the experience 
was overwhelming when we tested 
our first blindsight patient (reported 
in Brain in 1974). As Niels Bohr said, 
“how wonderful that we have met 
with a paradox; now we have some 
hope of progress”. 
Do you have a scientific hero? 
If I have one, it is Wolfgang Kőhler. 
He, too, had training in physics and 
studied under Max Planck, but made 
the bridge to psychology with Karl 
Stumpf. He also had an impact in 
philosophy, Wittgenstein referring 
often to his writings on Gestalt 
Psychology. He held the Chair of 
Psychology and was Director of 
the Psychology Institute at the 
University of Berlin in the 1920s. He 
was courageously outspoken about 
the Nazi ideology, especially the 
persecution of Jews, and as a result 
he more or less had to flee Germany 
and he took up a post in the US 
at Swarthmore College, a Quaker 
institution, in 1935, where he spent 
the next 20 years. He, together with 
Wertheimer and Koffka, presented a 
broadened view of psychology, but 
he also had a strong influence on 
interpretations of animal intelligence, 
especially in his study of problem-
solving by chimpanzees in Tenerife 
from 1913 to 1917, reported in his 
book Mentality of Apes. 
His interest in field physics he 
applied in a direct way to a theory of 
field potentials of brain activity that 
were postulated to be isomorphic 
with visual perception. It has turned 
out to be naïve and wrong, the fate 
of many such theories, but it was a 
bold and adventurous attempt to link 
the two fields. His empirical findings 
on figural after-effects, at the crux 
of his theory, were a durable, novel 
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to provide an image of several 
key pathogens and encourage 
contemplation of the global impact 
of each disease. By using glass, the 
Crystal gaze
A new set of transparent glass 
sculptures has been created 
Delicate: A glass sculpture by Luke Jerram of the bacterium E. coli, which can, in some 
forms, be a serious human pathogen. (Photo: Luke Jerram.)
Fragile: A glass sculpture of the H1N1 swine flu virus created by Luke Jerram. (Photo: 
Luke Jerram.)and important set of phenomena in 
visual and tactile perception. I got 
to know him quite well as a student 
attending the ‘honors seminars’ at 
Swarthmore, and later when he was 
a visiting scholar with Lukas Teuber 
at New York University where I had 
a sabbatical in the early 1960s. He 
was a man of enormous dignity and 
impressive intellectual stature, but 
also of warmth despite an austere 
demeanour.
What is the biggest outstanding 
question in your field? It is one that 
is shared with many others: it is the 
‘tough question’ — the understanding 
of the relationship between mental 
activity and the nervous system. I 
am strongly of the view that reducing 
the former to the latter eliminates the 
truly important aspects of human (and 
animal) existence. Instead, I am an 
elevationist — I believe the nervous 
system should be elevated to be cast 
in neural and theoretical terms that 
do justice to mental activity. I started, 
as was the wont in an atmosphere of 
tough positivism, with the view that 
mental activity at best fell in the realm 
of metaphysics and at worst was 
to be dismissed as a logical fiction, 
but it was patients themselves who 
forced me to admit that not only was 
there a problem with matters such 
as consciousness, but that they 
were fascinating and important ones. 
For example, it has emerged that 
there are several syndromes caused 
by brain damage in which good 
performance is disconnected from 
awareness, among them aphasia, 
dyslexia, amnesia, perceptual loss 
as in blindsight (including awareness 
of emotional stimuli), numbsense, 
and deaf hearing. Under appropriate 
conditions (themselves of considerable 
interest) equally good performances 
over the same input pathways 
can be associated with conscious 
awareness — a ‘knowing’ or ‘feeling’ 
that something has occurred. And so, 
with brain imaging, one can compare 
matched levels of performance with 
and without awareness. An exciting 
time lies ahead. It will not be a surprise 
that my favourite conference is that of 
the Association for the Scientific Study 
of Consciousness. 
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